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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Air Force

Notice of Appointment to Selected
Non-Federal Entity Boards

AGENCY: Office of The Judge Advocate
General, USAF; DoD.
ACTION: Notification of appointment of
Air Force officials to selected non-
Federal entity boards.

SUMMARY: The Office of The Judge
Advocate General, in accordance with
10 U.S.C. 1033 and 10 U.S.C. 1589,
announces the appointment of certain
Air Force officials to provide limited
management support to certain non-
Federal entities authorized by statute
and by DoD regulation (DoD 5500.7–R,
Standards of Conduct, section 3–202).
Federal statutes (10 U.S.C. 1033 and 10
U.S.C. 1589) authorize the Service
Secretaries to authorize a member of the
armed forces or an employee under the
Secretary’s jurisdiction to serve without
compensation as a director, officer, or
trustee, or to otherwise participate in
the management of certain military
welfare societies. In the Air Force, the
designated military welfare society is
the Air Force Aid Society, Inc.
Additionally, 10 U.S.C. 1033 and 10
U.S.C. 1589 permit the Service
Secretaries to make appointments to
other non-profit non-Federal entities
that fall within certain categories. Those
categories include entities that regulate
and support the athletic programs of the
service academies (including athletic
conferences) and entities that accredit
service academies and other schools of
the armed forces (including regional
accrediting agencies.) Non-Federal
entities in these categories must be
predesignated by the Secretary of
Defense. The Secretary of Defense’s
authority for such designations was
delegated to the Department of Defense
General Counsel, who has designated all
of the organizations, and concurred in
all of the appointments, listed below.
Appointments made under this
authority extend to the named officials,
as well as to their successors. The
authority granted pursuant to these
appointments is limited to providing
oversight, advice to, and coordination
with, the designated entity.
Authorization does not extend to
participation in day-to-day operations of
the entity, nor to the expenditure of
appropriated funds (except in direct
support of the employee). Expenditures
will not include travel and
transportation allowances incurred by
the employee in a travel status. Finally,
participation in the management of the

non-Federal entity may not constitute
the employee’s primary duty.

The Secretary of the Air Force has
made the following appointments with
the concurrence of the Department of
Defense General Counsel:

(1) To the Board of Trustees of the Air
Force Aid Society, Inc.: Secretary of the
Air Force, F. Whitten Peters; Chief of
Staff of the Air Force, General Michael
E. Ryan; Deputy Chief of Staff,
Personnel, Lieutenant General Donald L.
Peterson, The Surgeon General of the
Air Force, Lieutenant General Paul K.
Carlton, Jr.; The Judge Advocate General
of the Air Force, Major General William
A. Moorman; Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Air Force (Budget),
Major General Larry Northington; and
Chief Master Sergeant of the Air Force,
Chief Master Sergeant Frederick J.
Finch.

(2) To the Mountain West Conference
Board of Directors: The United States
Air Force Academy Superintendent,
Tad J. Oelstrom.

(3) To the Southern Association of
Colleges and Schools: Division Chief for
Academic Affairs, Air University, Dr.
Dorothy Reed; Commandant, School of
Advanced Airpower Studies, Colonel
Steve Chiabotti; Commander,
Community College of the Air Force,
Colonel James McBride.

(4) To the Middle States Association
of Colleges and Schools: Commander,
Air Force Institute of Technology,
Colonel George Haritos.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT:
Questions should be mailed to HQ
USAF/JAG, 1420 Air Force Pentagon,
Washington DC 20330–1420, Attn: Jane
Love. Ms Love can be reached by
telephone at 703–614–4075, by fax at
703–614–2205, or by e-mail to
jane.love@af.pentagon.mil.

Janet A. Long,
Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer.
[FR Doc. 00–6521 Filed 3–15–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 5001–05–U

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Department of the Army, Corps of
Engineers

Final Notice of Issuance and
Modification of Nationwide Permits

AGENCY: Army Corps of Engineers, DoD.
ACTION: Correction.

SUMMARY: This document contains
corrections to the final notice of
issuance and modification of
Nationwide Permits (NWPs) which was
published in the Federal Register on
Thursday, March 9, 2000 (65 FR 12818–

12899). On pages 12818, 12819, 12822,
12841, and 12861 the date ‘‘June 5,
2000’’ is to be replaced with ‘‘June 7,
2000.’’ June 7, 2000, is the correct
effective date for the new and modified
NWPs, as well as the correct expiration
date for NWP 26.

In summary, NWP 26 will expire on
June 7, 2000. The new and modified
NWPs, including the new and modified
NWP general conditions, will become
effective on June 7, 2000. States and
Tribes must make their Section 401
Water Quality Certification and Coastal
Zone Management Act consistency
determinations by June 7, 2000.

In addition, there were some
inconsistencies concerning the
economic and workload cost estimates
in the March 9, 2000, Federal Register
notice. The 1⁄2 acre alternate
replacement NWP package in the
Institute for Water Resources (IWR)
report is similar to the new NWPs
published in the March 9, 2000, Federal
Register notice. We have concluded that
the economic impacts and costs are
approximately the same for both. On
page 12820, we correctly stated that the
IWR report indicated that the 1⁄2 acre
alternative replacement NWP package
would result in direct compliance costs
that are approximately 30% less than
the $46 million in direct compliance
costs that would be incurred by permit
applicants due to the July 21, 1999,
proposal. Based on these assumptions,
the alternate replacement NWP package
would result in approximately $32
million in direct compliance costs
incurred by permit applicants. However,
on page 12819 we incorrectly indicated
an increase in direct costs to permit
applicants of approximately $20
million; the correct amount is
approximately $32 million.

Dated: March 10, 2000.
Approved by:

Charles M. Hess,
Chief, Operations Division, Office of Deputy
Commanding General for Civil Works.
[FR Doc. 00–6498 Filed 3–15–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3710–92–P

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES
SAFETY BOARD

[Recommendation 2000–2]

Configuration Management, Vital
Safety Systems

AGENCY: Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board.
ACTION: Notice, recommendation.

SUMMARY: The Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board has made a
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recommendation to the Secretary of
Energy pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2286a(a)(5)
concerning configuration management,
vital safety systems.
DATES: Comments, data, views, or
arguments concerning this
recommendation are due on or before
April 17, 2000.
ADDRESSES: Send comments, data,
views, or arguments concerning this
recommendation to: Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board, 625 Indiana
Avenue, NW, Suite 700, Washington,
DC 20004–2901.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Kenneth M. Pusateri or Andrew L.
Thibadeau at the address above or
telephone (202) 694–7000.

Dated: March 13, 2000.
John T. Conway,
Chairman.

Recommendation 2000–2
The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety

Board (Board) continues a strong
interest in safety systems and their
effectiveness at defense nuclear
facilities. These systems are at the heart
of safety at the facilities. Department of
Energy (DOE) Standards 3009 and 3016
provide guidance for the identification
of safety systems and associated
Technical Specifications as important
elements of maintaining safety of
facilities and operations. In addition,
the implementation guide to DOE Order
420.1, Facility Safety, provides guidance
on design and procurement of safety
systems to attain and sustain reliability
in performance.

Most of the facilities of interest to the
Board were constructed many years ago,
and are undergoing the deterioration
attached to aging. It is important that
their protective features be maintained
serviceable and effective. In the
following, the Board recommends
measures necessary to ensure reliable
performance of the safety systems of
both the older facilities and the ones
that are relatively new, and in particular
stresses the actions required to ensure
viability of confinement ventilation
systems. Confinement ventilation
systems are relied on almost everywhere
by DOE as the principal system to
protect the public and collocated
workers at its more hazardous facilities.

Previous Issuances by the Board on
Safety Systems

In May 1995, the Board issued
DNFSB/TECH–5, Fundamentals for
Understanding Standards-Based Safety
Management of Department of Energy
Defense Nuclear Facilities, which
stressed the importance, among other
things, of functions that preserve those

structures, systems, and components
that are relied upon to protect the
public, workers, and the environment
(e.g., configuration management,
training, and maintenance). In October
1995, the Board issued DNFSB/TECH–6,
Safety Management and Conduct of
Operations at the Department of
Energy’s Defense Nuclear Facilities. The
report underscored the importance of
conduct of operations as the body of
practice, or operational formality, that
implements the Safety Management
System for a defense nuclear facility.
Operational formality includes
‘‘Supervision by highly competent
personnel who are knowledgeable as to
the results of the safety analysis and
operating limits for the facility or
activity.’’ Key aspects of facility Safety
Management Systems discussed in these
two reports are central to the issues
addressed herein.

In 1996, in response to
Recommendation 95–2, Safety
Management, DOE provided the Board a
plan for upgrading safety management
of its defense nuclear facilities. DOE
Orders 5480.22, Technical Safety
Requirements, and 5480.23, Nuclear
Safety Analysis Reports, established
requirements for identifying design
features important to safety and the
conditions/controls to ensure safe
operation. DOE authorized its
contractors to grade facilities by hazard
category and to tailor the
comprehensive safety assessments
according to hazard potential and
operational future. This upgrade effort
has reaffirmed the important safety role
played by confinement ventilation
systems. (See enclosed Appendix B of
DNFSB/TECH–26). In general, these
systems have been designated as
important to safety, making them
subject to more stringent quality
assurance, maintenance, surveillance,
and configuration management
programs in recognition of their safety
functions. Commitments to such
programs are typically made in the
Authorization Agreements that capture
the contractor-DOE agreed upon
conditions for performing the work.

Issuances Concerning Confinement
Ventilation Systems

Some of the Board’s analyses
concerning safety systems focused on
confinement ventilation systems in
particular. In March 1995, the Board
issued DNFSB/TECH–3, Overview of
Ventilation Systems at Selected DOE
Plutonium Processing and Handling
Facilities, which addressed the design
of confinement ventilation systems. In
its June 15, 1995, letter forwarding that
report, and in subsequent

correspondence in July 1995, the Board
requested that DOE evaluate the design,
construction, operation, and
maintenance of ventilation safety
systems in terms of applicable DOE and
industry standards.

In a letter dated October 30, 1997, the
Board pointed out the problem of
wetting high efficiency particulate air
(HEPA) filters during tests of fire
sprinkler systems, and the need for
complex-wide guidance from DOE
concerning the relationship between
maintaining filter integrity and fire
fighting strategies. HEPA filters are key
components of confinement ventilation
systems. In its June 8, 1999, letter
concerning HEPA filters installed in
confinement ventilation systems, the
Board requested a report outlining the
steps DOE plans to take to resolve those
issues. In recent weeks, individual
Board members and the Board’s staff
have met informally with DOE
representatives to resolve differences
concerning DOE’s proposed response to
the Board’s request.

Current Status of Ventilation Systems

As a part of its continuing oversight
of these vital safety systems, the Board’s
staff has recently completed a review of
the operational data on confinement
ventilation systems as reported in DOE’s
Operational Reporting and Processing
System (ORPS). The data reviewed
covered the period July 1998 to
December 1999. An analysis of these
data is documented in report DNFSB/
TECH–26. This review indicates that the
reliability of these systems, for reasons
not readily evident, may not be
adequate, given the vital safety function
they serve.

The operational data reveal
deficiencies in areas of test and
surveillance, quality assurance
(replacement components),
maintenance, configuration
management, training and qualification,
and conduct of operations. One can
reasonably deduce from such
observations that there exists no single
entity assigned responsibility for the
configuration and operational state of
these systems as a whole.

The Board recognizes that many
confinement ventilation systems now
require less air flow and permit more
particulate loading than in original
designs. This allows for more extended
useful life than might otherwise be
tolerable, particularly with adequate
preventive care. However, the
operational data suggest that less than
optimum care is being given to these
systems, considering their age.
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Status of Safety Systems in General

Many of DOE’s nuclear facilities were
constructed years ago and are
approaching end-of-life status. Under
these circumstances, some degradation
of reliability and operability of systems
designed to ensure safety can reasonably
be expected. To some extent, the effects
of aging can be offset by increased
surveillance and maintenance. A point
occurs, however, where costs for upkeep
justify major upgrades or replacement,
particularly where mission needs are
projected well into the future. While a
considerable number of high-hazard
defense nuclear facilities have such
long-term missions (greater than 10
years, for example), others undergoing
phase-outs and decommissioning do
not. Some facilities must continue to
rely on operational safety systems, such
as ventilation systems, to serve a safety
function even after their operational
mission has ended and well into the
decommissioning process. Long-term or
short-term, however, the performance
required for safety must be ensured.

It has been a long-standing practice in
the nuclear business to designate a
‘‘system engineer’’ for each major
system vital to successful operation of
hazardous processes. Some DOE
contractors have done so on occasions
(e.g., the Defense Waste Processing
Facility at the Savannah River Site), but
this practice is not as prevalent as it
should be. The Board believes that
having specific individuals outside the
operational forum, tasked with the
configuration management (design and
operational constraints) of systems
designated as important to safety, would
go a long way to ensuring the
dependable service such systems must
provide.

Recommendation

Considerable upgrading of programs
for ensuring reliable and effective
performance of confinement ventilation
systems has occurred during the years
1995–1999. However, the frequency and
variety of off-normal occurrences that
continue to be reported clearly indicate
that more attention to these vital
systems is needed. Likewise, other
systems serving equally vital safety
functions might well benefit from
similar attention. Towards such an end,
the Board recommends that the
Department of Energy:

1. Establish a team, expert in
confinement ventilation systems, to
survey the operational records during
the past 3 years and the current
operational condition of all confinement
ventilation systems now designated or
that should be designated as important

to safety in defense nuclear facilities
(i.e., safety class, safety significant,
defense-in-depth). In so doing:

a. Assess the root cause or causes for
less than satisfactory operational history
of these systems and recommend an
action plan to address the causes. In so
doing evaluate such programs as may
exist to ensure reliable system
performance. These should include
surveillance, maintenance (including
quality assured inventory of
replacement parts), configuration
management (system descriptions,
drawings and specifications), and
requisite training and qualification of
operators.

b. Estimate the remaining system
lifetime with and without refurbishing
as a function of reliability; (e.g., 1 year—
95%, 10 years—50%) and recommend
such upgrades or compensating
measures as may be appropriate to
ensure reliability, current or future,
commensurate with the safety functions
being served.

2. Include key elements of the plan for
addressing the HEPA filters issues
identified in the Board’s June 8, 1999,
letter in any plan developed in response
to this recommendation.

3. Amend appropriate directives and
associated contract requirements
documents (e.g., DOE Order 430.1A,
Life Cycle Asset Management, DOE
Order 420.1, Facility Safety), to require
for the confinement ventilation system
and every other major system
designated as important to safety:

a. The development and maintenance
of documentation that captures key
design features, specifications, and
operational constraints to facilitate
configuration management throughout
the life cycle.

b. The designation of a ‘‘system
engineer’’ during each facility life
cycle—design, construction, operation
and decommissioning with:

(1) The requisite knowledge of the
system safety design basis and operating
limits from the safety analysis; and

(2) The lead responsibility for the
configuration management of the
design.

c. The education and training of
successor ‘‘system engineers’’ as may be
required because of contractor
organizational changes, facility life
cycle change, or other causes for
reassignments.

4. Task the Federal Technical
Capability Panel established in response
to Board Recommendation 93–3 to:

a. Survey the availability and
sufficiency of personnel in DOE with
expertise in these vital safety systems.

b. Recommend to DOE senior
management such actions as may be

appropriate to augment, redeploy or
otherwise bring such expertise more
effectively to bear in the life-cycle-
management of vital safety systems.

c. Add to DOE’s technical staff
qualification program the requisites for
qualifying as subject matter experts for
these vital systems.

d. Develop descriptions of functions
and responsibilities for inclusion in the
Function and Responsibilities
Authorities Manual for individuals
serving as subject matter experts on vital
safety systems.

5. Make the scrutiny of the status of
all systems serving to protect the public,
workers and the environment a
regularized part of the assessments
performed as required by DOE P 450.5,
Line Environment, Safety and Health
Oversight. Include in such review the
programs, such as quality assurance,
maintenance, configuration
management and conduct of operations,
that contribute much to ensuring these
systems will operate as intended.

John T. Conway,
Chairman.

Appendix—Transmittal Letter to the
Secretary of Energy, Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board

March 8, 2000
The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington, DC 20585–1000

Dear Secretary Richardson: Designs of the
Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) high hazard
defense nuclear facilities typically include
systems whose reliable operation is vital to
the protection of the public, workers and the
environment. Operations are constrained by
technical safety requirements and operational
limits established by analyzing the hazards of
the operations and the capability of design
features to prevent or mitigate consequences
of potential mishaps or operational
disruptions caused by either man or natural
phenomena. The availability and operability
of such systems and the conditions
specifying operational limits are included in
the written agreements established by DOE
with its contractors as conditions for
authorizing performance of work.

Ventilation systems installed in many
defense nuclear facilities are among those
that provide vital safety functions. Such
systems contribute much to the safe
environment for workers and serve a vital
confinement function should work process
upsets and mishaps result in airborne
releases of hazardous materials.

The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety
Board (Board) has advised DOE in various
ways during the past several years of the
need to increase attention to ventilation
systems and of the steps we believe would
lead to more certain performance of their
important safety functions. Although DOE
has responded to some extent, the upgrade
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efforts to date have been less comprehensive
and effective than the matter merits.

The Board further believes that DOE’s
upgrades of ventilation systems could well
serve as a model for implementing similar
programs for other vital safety systems that
may be needed in defense nuclear facilities.

The Board believes this matter requires
additional DOE attention. More explicitly,
the Board recommends for your
consideration an action plan structured to
address the elements set forth in the enclosed
Recommendation 2000–2, Configuration
Management, Vital Safety Systems.

The Board’s recommendation is directed
explicitly at systems for ensuring nuclear
safety. This is in keeping with the Board’s
enabling legislation. However, the concepts
advocated could be applied to good
advantage to systems designed for safety
management of hazardous material and
processes of non-nuclear nature as well. In
the spirit of Integrated Safety Management
(ISM) to which DOE is committed, DOE is
encouraged to do so.

Recommendation 2000–2, Configuration
Management, Vital Safety Systems, was
unanimously approved by the Board, and is
submitted to you pursuant to 42 U.S.C.
§ 2286a(a)(5), which requires the Board, after
receipt by you, to promptly make this
recommendation available to the public. The
Board believes the recommendation contains
no information which is classified or
otherwise restricted. To the extent this
recommendation does not include
information restricted by the Department of
Energy under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
42 U.S.C. §§ 2161–68, as amended, please
arrange to have this recommendation
promptly placed on file in your regional
public reading rooms.

The Board will publish this
recommendation in the Federal Register.

Sincerely,

John T. Conway,
Chairman.

[FR Doc. 00–6571 Filed 3–15–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3670–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Environmental Management Advisory
Board; Meeting

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of open meeting.

SUMMARY: This notice announces a
meeting of the Environmental
Management Advisory Board. The
Federal Advisory Committee Act (Pub.
Law No. 92–463, 86 Stat. 770) requires
that public notice of these meetings be
announced in the Federal Register.
DATES: Thursday, April 13, 2000 and
Friday, April 14, 2000.
ADDRESSES: U.S. Department of Energy,
Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence
Avenue SW, (Room 1E–245),
Washington, DC 20585.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James T. Melillo, Executive Director of
the Environmental Management
Advisory Board, (EM–10), 1000
Independence Avenue SW, (Room 5B–
161), Washington, DC 20585. The
telephone number is 202–586–4400.
The Internet address is
james.melillo@em.doe.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Purpose of the Board: To provide the

Assistant Secretary for Environmental
Management (EM) with advice and
recommendations on issues confronting
the Environmental Management
Program from the perspective of affected
groups, as well as state, local, and tribal
governments. The Board will contribute
to the effective operation of the
Environmental Management Program by
providing individual citizens and
representatives of interested groups an
opportunity to present their views on
issues facing the Office of
Environmental Management and by
helping to secure consensus
recommendations on those issues.

Tentative Agenda

Thursday, April 13, 2000

Public Meeting Opens (1:00 P.M.)
—Approve Minutes of September 22–23,

1999 Meeting
Opening Remarks
Budget Update
Worker Health & Safety Committee Report

—Integrated Safety Management
Implementation*

—Environment, Safety and Health in
Technology Development*

Contracting and Management Committee
Report

—Shared Savings*
—Project Management*
Long-Term Stewardship Committee Report
—Institutional Controls*
—Next Steps for Stewardship
Technology Development & Transfer

Committee Report
—Environmental Management Science &

Technology Performance Measures*
Science Committee Report
Integration and Transportation Committee

Report
Public Comment Period and Adjournment

(5:15 P.M.)

Friday, April 14, 2000

Opening Remarks (8:30 A.M.)
Board Discussion
Public Comment Period
Board Business

—Votes on EMAB Findings & Resolutions
—New Business
—Set Date for Next Board Meeting (October

2000)
Public Comment Period
Meeting Adjourns (12:00 P.M.)
*The Board anticipates recommendations to
be presented on this topic.

Public Participation: This meeting is
open to the public. If you would like to

file a written statement with the Board,
you may do so either before or after the
meeting. If you would like to make an
oral statement regarding any of the
items on the agenda, please contact Mr.
Melillo at the address or telephone
number listed above, or call the
Environmental Management Advisory
Board office at 202–586–4400, and we
will reserve time for you on the agenda.
You may also register to speak at the
meeting on April 13–14, 2000, or ask to
speak during the public comment
period. Those who call in and or register
in advance will be given the
opportunity to speak first. Others will
be accommodated as time permits. The
Board Chairs will conduct the meeting
in an orderly manner.

Transcript and Minutes: We will
make the minutes of the meeting
available for public review and copying
by approximately May 13, 2000. The
minutes and transcript of the meeting
will be available for viewing on the
Internet at http://www.em.doe.gov/
emab/products.html and at the Freedom
of Information Public Reading Room
(1E–190) in the Forrestal Building, U.S.
Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW,
Washington, DC 20585. The Room is
open Monday through Friday from 9:00
a.m.–4:00 p.m. except on Federal
holidays.

Issued in Washington, D.C. on March 10,
2000.
Rachel M. Samuel,
Deputy Advisory Committee Management
Officer.
[FR Doc. 00–6503 Filed 3–15–00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6450–01–P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

International Energy Agency Meeting

AGENCY: Department of Energy.
ACTION: Notice of Meeting.

SUMMARY: The Industry Advisory Board
(IAB) to the International Energy
Agency (IEA) will meet on March 23,
2000, at the headquarters of the IEA in
Paris, France in connection with a
meeting of the IEA’s Standing Group on
Emergency Questions (SEQ).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Samuel M. Bradley, Assistant General
Counsel for International and National
Security Programs, Department of
Energy, 1000 Independence Avenue,
SW, Washington, DC 20585, 202–586–
6738.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In
accordance with section 252(c)(1)(A)(i)
of the Energy Policy and Conservation
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